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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 7-9, 24-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

In claims 7 and 24, "the standardized transaction-tax interface model" lacks 
antecedent basis. Also in claims 7 and 24, "at least one other transaction-tax-related 
application" is unclear since only one application is recited. 

In claim 8, it is not clear whether "a standardized transaction-tax interface model" 
refers to a second model or the one recited in claim 7. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Claims 7-9, 1 4-35 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Sullivan (2003/0093320). 

Sullivan shows storing transaction related data received from at least one other 
application in a data warehouse comprising databases (see Figs. 1,2) according to a 
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data warehouse data model, the interface data model enabling communication between 
applications. 

As to claim 8, Sullivan further shows exchanging data to be stored between 
transaction tax applications (e.g., 270-274, tax calculator) according to a standardized 
data model (see e.g., Figs 1,2). 

As to claim 9, it is inherent that since data passed through interface is stored in 
the data warehouse, the data warehouse data model comprises, equals or is a subset 
of the set of elements in the interface data model. 

As to claims 14-17, Sullivan shows a memory device comprising for instance a 
hard drive of a computer housing all claimed information. 

Additionally, it is noted that the information the recitation of information stored on 
the apparatus is not further limiting on an apparatus claim, but is merely intended use of 
the apparatus. 

As to claims 18 and 35, Sullivan shows an apparatus having a software interface 
for linking first and second tax related applications (e.g. 270-274, tax calculator) such 
that data are exchangeable according to a standard interface, enabling communication 
between the applications. 

As to claim 19, 20, 22 and 23, each of the two transaction tax applications uses 
its own (different) application-specific data model since it handles different data, and the 
data elements of the respective data models are mapped to the interface data model. 

As to claim 21 , each of the respective application data models is different from 
the interface data model since it deals with different data. 



Application/Control Number: 09/995,320 Page 4 

Art Unit: 3627 

As to claim 24, Sullivan shows a data warehouse module comprising memory 
device housing databases (see e.g., Figs. 1 ,2) configured for storing the information. 

As to claim 25, Sullivan shows a software interface for linking the warehouse with 
at least the second application such that data is exchangeable between them according 
to a standard interface data model. 

As to claim 26, since data passed through interface is stored in the data 
warehouse, the data warehouse data model comprises, equals or is a subset of the set 
of elements in the interface data model. 

As to claims 27 and 31 , at least one of the first pnd second applications is a 
logging module,' a compliance module, a tax filing module, a tax calculation module, a 
tax content module, or a database for storing tax data (see e.g., "tax calculator"). 

As to claims 28 and 32, as broadly claimed, at least one of the applications is 
one of a basic and a micro service module. 

As to claims 29, 30, 33 and 34, Sullivan shows that the mapping is governed by 
defined rules configurable (see e.g., Figs. 3) by the user and implemented by a lookup 
table. 

Additionally, as to claims 24-26 and 31-34, it is noted that the information the 
recitation of information stored on the apparatus is not further limiting on an apparatus 
claim, but is merely intended use of the apparatus. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-6, and 10-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as anticipated by or, 
in the alternative, under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over Sullivan (2003/0093320). 

Sullivan shows exchanging transaction-related data between at least a first and 
a second transaction tax related application (e.g., modules 270, 272, 276, 274, tax 
calculator) according to a standardized interface data model for those applications, 
wherein the applications are located on different machines (par. 0037), enabling 
communication between the applications. It is noted that the placement of any of the 
applications on a different server, as disclosed by Sullivan fulfills the claim language. 

Alternatively, Sullivan shows all elements above except that the modules are 
located on different machines. However, it is notoriously old and well known in the art 
to place different software modules on separate networked machines. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to modify the method of Sullivan by 
placing at least one different application on a different server in order to minimize the 
storage and processing load on each machine. 

As to claim 2, 3, 5 and 6, it is inherent that each of the two transaction tax 
applications uses its own (different) application-specific data model since it handles 
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different data, and the data elements of the respective data models are mapped to the 
interface data model. 

As to claim 4, each of the respective application data models is different from the 
interface data model since it deals with different data. 

As to claim 10, at least one of the first and second applications is a logging 
module, a compliance module, a tax filing module, a tax calculation module, a tax 
content module, or a database for storing tax data (see e.g. "Tax Calculator"). 

As to claim 1 1 , as broadly claimed, at least one of the applications is one of a 
basic and a micro service module. 

As to claims 12 and 13, Sullivan shows that the mapping is governed by defined 
mles configurable by the user (see e.g., Fig. 3) and implemented by a lookup table. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 5/16/2005 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that Sullivan does not show all claimed elements. It appears 
that applicant argues that it is not shown that the applications are disclosed by Sullivan 
as being on different machines. It is noted that the reference shows several tax 
applications in Fig.1 and recites in par. 0037 that they can be on any number of different 
machines. The examiner therefore believes that the recited structure is shown. 
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Regarding the data model, the applications of Sullivan inherently have a data 
model associated with them, defining data used and transferred to and from the 
application. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Steven B. McAllister whose telephone number is 
5710272-6785. The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th 8-6:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Alexander Kalinowski can be reached on 571-272-6771. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Conclusion 




Steven B. McAllister 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3627 



Steven B. McAllister 



STEVE B. WiCALUSTER 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



